This study examines the publication productivity of researchers in information systems (IS) 
Introduction
A number of contemporary studies have provided analyses of information systems (IS) research output and the impact of IS research. Notably, Lowry et al. (2007) provided an analysis of the leading institutions, faculty and articles, in terms of the citations that research papers received. Huang and Hsu (2005) examined the productivity of researchers and institutions from 1999 to 2003 in terms of numbers of papers published. A distinguishing feature of many of these studies is that they study publications in premier journals that are North American based. Unsurprisingly, results tend to show North American scholars and institutions as ranking highly. In the Lowry et al. (2007) study, for example, no institutions outside North America appeared in the top 25 in terms of research impact.
With the growth of Information Systems in regions outside North America, it is timely to consider alternative methods of studying productivity and, in particular, to provide comparisons within geographical regions. Each region has its own set of contextual factors that influence preferred publishing outlets and productivity. The geographic base of the basket of journals used in analyses of productivity can influence the results of the analysis, as shown by Gallivan and Benbunan-Fich (2007) . The current study uses a basket of journals that is more diverse than in the case of many prior studies, in that it includes journals with a European base. In addition, it provides analysis specifically for the Pacific Asia region to mark the inaugural issue of the Pacific Asia Journal of the Association for Information Systems (PAJAIS). ) as representing topical, methodological, and geographic diversity in IS research. Moreover, the journals have common characteristics: 'the review processes are stringent, editorial board members are widely-respected and recognized, and there is international readership and contribution' (AIS 2008 2 ). To our knowledge, no study as yet has used this basket of journals in researcher productivity analysis. It has been used in this study as it provides a relatively encompassing view of patterns of publication productivity. Further, the fact that the AIS as the peak international organization for IS has given this set of journals its imprimatur means that this set of six journals is likely to gain increasing validity as the internationally recognised set of journals by which researcher productivity is assessed.
The aim of the current study was to: (1) investigate the publication productivity of IS researchers using the 'Basket of Six' journals; and (2) consider patterns of publication by region and for the Pacific Asia region in particular.
Prior Work
This section reviews prior empirical studies of IS researchers' publication productivity in IS journals. The literature concerning publication productivity in the Pacific Asia region and regions outside North America is specifically noted.
Recent studies (Gallivan and Benbunan-Fich 2007, Huang and Hsu 200, Lowry et al. 2007) provide good coverage of studies assessing IS research and we will not repeat their literature overviews here. We will, however, note the findings of these recent papers. Table 1 shows the journals used in analysis in these studies. (2003) study, which was for the same period and also covered 12 journals, but no European journals, was interesting. Huang and Hsu had no European scholars in their 'top 30' list. Gallivan and Benbunan-Fich's top 30 list included four authors from Europe and five authors from Asia. The conclusion is that choosing a sample of journals which included European journals meant that more Europeans were included in the ranking of leading researchers. Note that neither study included journals outside North America and Europe and, perhaps not surprisingly, a similar but small number of researchers from the Pacific Asia region ranked highly in both studies.
A limited number of studies have focussed on researcher productivity in the Pacific Asia region. A study by Khalifa and Ning (2008) observed the changes in IS research productivity and impact from 1995 to 2004. Khalifa and Ning found that 'Asian institutions, ..., are becoming more competitive. The number of Asian universities listed in the top 20 increased from three in the first period (1995 -1999) to five in the second (2000 -2004) for productivity and from one to two for impact' (Khalifa and Ning 2008, p.92) . This finding indicates that academics in the Pacific Asia region are increasingly involved in global IS research. Zuo et al. (2008) consider 'the input side' of information systems research in Chinese universities from 2001 to 2005. However, they found that 'Surprisingly, emphasis on quality of publication has not significantly influenced researchers' effort yet' (Zuo et al. 2008, p.925) . What these studies suggest in total is that although research productivity in Pacific Asia appears to be increasing, it is still underrepresented in lists of leading institutions and researchers compared with North America.
A similar situation has been noted when publishing by European researchers is compared with that of their U.S. counterparts. Lyytinen et al. (2007, p.317) have proposed seven reasons why researchers in the old world (the European region) faced difficulties in publishing high impact IS studies: (i) the lack of appreciation of the article genre; (ii) weak publishing cultures; (iii) inadequate Ph.D. preparation for article publishing; (iv) weak reviewing practices; (v) poorer command of research methods; (vi) poorer understanding of the reviewing protocols, and (vii) institutional shaping of research funding.
It is believed that researchers in the Pacific Asia region could be encountering similar conditions. In this study we explore productivity in Pacific Asia specifically, allowing 'like to be compared with like'. The results will be useful to faculty who wish to compare productivity with others researching in similar conditions and for institutions looking for data for benchmarking purposes.
Method
In this study we used an article count method to assess research performance, wherein a subset of journals (a 'basket') was chosen and the number of times a given author had published in each journal was counted. This method has been used in a number of other studies (e.g., Gallivan and Benbunan-Fich 2007, Huang and Hsu 2005) although it suffers from a limitation in that equal weight is given to articles regardless of their research impact. An alternative is citation analysis, where the impact of each article is assessed in terms of how widely the paper is cited. Lowry et al. (2007) used this method, although it also has disadvantages and gives less weight to articles that have appeared recently (see Clarke 2003) . All methods suffer from disadvantages and results are liable to differ widely depending on the basket of journals chosen, the methods used to analyse productivity and the time period of the study. While acknowledging these limitations, we chose the article count method, as it has been widely used elsewhere and it allowed us to study recent publishing patterns. Further, we were able to include Journal of the Association for Information Systems in our basket, a journal that is new and for which citation analysis would not yield representative data.
IS Journal Basket
As indicated earlier, we used the AIS 'Basket of Six' as the subset of journals chosen for the study: Table  2 ). Three IS journals, MISQ, ISR, and JMIS, are consistently ranked in the top three positions. JAIS and ISJ are not consistently ranked in some studies, although they are high-quality journals and are considered 'A' journals by an increasing number of institutions (ACPHIS 2008 , ABDC 2008 . EJIS is published by the Macmillan Group and has strong support and respect within the European IS community (Lyytinen et al. 2007) . ). Four of the journals have an 'impact factor' (cites to recent articles/number of recent published articles) greater than 1.00.
Credit for Publications
A number of methods can be used to give credit for authorship (see Im et al. 1998) . In this study we employed two methods. The first method is the adjusted count, where the count for each publication is adjusted by the number of authors. For example, in the case of a paper with two authors, each author is given a count of 0.50. The second method is the normal count (or absolute count), where individual authors are given a count of 1.0 for e a c h p a p e r t h a t c a r r i e s t h e i r n a m e , regardless of the number of authors. We have used the adjusted count method as our Table 4 ).
Data on authorship and institutional affiliation were obtained directly from each article. The attribution to a region was made by the researchers and entered into the database. Three regions were distinguished for a researcher's location using the AIS categorisation (AIS 2008 1 ): Region 1 -North and South America; Region 2 -Europe and Africa; and Region 3 -Asia and Oceania. Each researcher was given just one location. Most researchers had not moved from one region to another over the time period, but if they had, they were allocated to the region they were in as shown in their affiliation on their most recent publication. A research assistant was employed to check the database to guard against data entry and coding errors.
Note that Gallivan and Benbunan-Fich (2007) used a bibliographic repository that was made available by a team of faculty and Ph.D. students at Georgia State University (Chua et al. 2002) . Unfortunately our enquiries showed that this database was not current at the time of our study (Chua 2008, pers. comm.) .
Findings and Discussions
This section discusses the major findings of this study: the leading 101 1 researchers categorised by the three regions, the leading researchers in the Pacific Asia region and cross-regional publishing patterns.
Analysis across Regions
Appendix 1 shows the leading 101 researchers in terms of number of publications using the adjusted counts metric, analysed by region. In total these 101 researchers were an author or co-author for 452 of the 870 papers in our sample (51.95%) and in adjusted count terms contributed 219.18 of the 870 papers (25.19%). Most of these 101 researchers (69 persons) are 1 We originally intended to select the top 100 leading researchers. Due to the same ranking (1.41) for the 97 th person to the 101st person, 101 persons were included. in Region 1 (North and South America). Twenty-eight researchers are in Region 2. Just four researchers are from the Pacific Asia region: two from Hong Kong and two from Australia. Table 5 shows the relative proportions of research output. In terms of both normal counts and adjusted counts, Region 1 contributes more than 70%, Region 2 approximately 20% and Region 3 less than 4%. This result shows the relative proportion of research by leading researchers situated in Pacific Asia is quite low.
Analysis within Region 3 -Pacific Asia
As our focus is on productivity within the Pacific Asia region, a further selection was made to identify the leading researchers in that region. From the original list of authors of the 870 articles published in our timeframe in the basket of six, all authors who had an adjusted count of more than 0.5 publications and who are in the Asia Pacific were selected. Table 6 shows the list of 47 leading researchers in the Asia Pacific who satisfied these criteria, with their current affiliations (as shown on the university website). Eight researchers score more than 1.00 adjusted count, 15 of them have an adjusted count of 1.00, and 24 have an adjusted count between 0.99 and 0.53. (see Table 6 ). Table 7 demonstrates the publication productivity of these 47 Pacific Asia leading researchers in the five year period. Each name represents an authored or co-authored paper in that year (that is, a normal count) and the number followed represents the adjusted count. Khalifa and Ning (2008) , which indicates that the research impacts of the publications in the top journals are progressing in this region.
Region 3 Publishing Trends

Cross-regional Patterns
We conducted further analysis to investigate publishing patterns by the author's regional location against the publishing home regions of each journal. The basket of six journals were categorised into North American Journals (MISQ, ISR, JMIS and JAIS) and European Journals (ISJ and EJIS). The adjusted publication counts for each of the 101 leading authors for each journal were then analysed by region. Tables 8 and 9 show the publishing patterns for Region 1 (Americas) and Region 2 (Europe) researchers respectively. The publishing pattern is very marked. The majority of Region 1 researchers (82.62%) on our list published in North American outlets (Table 9 ). In contrast, the majority of the Region 2 researchers (74.95%) published in European-based journals.
We had to adopt a different strategy to analyse the publishing patterns of researchers in Pacific Asia. There were only four researchers from Region 3 in our list of 101 leading researchers and analysis of such a small sample would not be meaningful. Thus for Pacific Asia, we used the subsample of the 47 researchers in the Pacific Asia region who had an adjusted publication count of more than 0.50. Table 10 shows the publishing patterns for these Region 3 researchers. 
Conclusions
In this study we investigated the publication productivity of researchers in IS, with a focus on the Pacific Asia region. An initial sample was formed by collecting data for all the authors and articles published in the AIS 'Basket of Six' journals from 2003 to 2007. A sub-sample was then created by selecting the 101 researchers who had the highest (adjusted) publication counts. The normal count of papers for this group ranged from 2 to 17. For this group, 69 researchers were from Region 1 (Americas), 27 from Region 2 (Europe-Africa) and 4 from Region 3 (Pacific Asia). A further sub-sample was drawn of all researchers in the Pacific Asia region who had an adjusted count of more than 0.50, giving 47 researchers.
A cross-regional analysis indicated that publishing patterns vary a great deal by region. Region 1 researchers overwhelmingly publish in Region 1 journals and Region 2 researchers overwhelmingly publish in Region 2 journals. This finding is congruent with the observations of Gallivan and Benbunan-Fich (2007) . The importance of comparing 'like-with-like' and assessing productivity with respect to a researcher's home region and the journals in that region is very marked.
Interestingly, the analysis of the output of the 47 researchers in Pacific Asia whose work was studied indicated that their work was more evenly distributed between Region 1 (56.80%) and Region 2 (43.20%). The Basket of Six contains no journals that are based in Pacific Asia and indeed there are few journals in this region that can aspire to a high placement in journal ranking exercises. Given the patterns we have observed of publication being related to the geographic location of both researchers and journals, we see a need for the support and promotion of more journals in the Pacific Asia region that can, with time, gain international recognition. The Pacific Asia Journal of the Association for Information Systems, with the support of the AIS and the IS community could grow into such a journal.
Our work here is subject to the usual limitations of such studies, in that we have chosen one basket of journals, an article count method rather than citation analysis, and one time period. 
